REMARKS 

Claims 1-8 are pending in this application. Claim 7 has been amended. 
Reconsideration of the present application in view of the foregoing amendments and 
following remarks is respectfully requested. 

The Examiner indicated that claim 7 would be allowable if rewritten in 
independent form to include all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening 
claims. In response, claim 7 has been rewritten in independent form to include the limitations 
of the base claim 1. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 7 is in allowable 
condition. 

The Examiner objected to the title of the invention. In response, the title of 
the invention has been amended as suggested by the Examiner. 

The Examiner objected to the drawings because the Examiner deemed the 
drawings to be unclear. In response, Applicants are submitting replacement drawings. 

The Examiner objected to the specification because "[t]he specification makes 
repeated references to first, second and overall global time," and "there can only be one true 
global time as the word global implies that it spans the entire entity." In addition, the 
Examiner also objected to the phrase "local view of the local time" (specification, p. 9, 1. 8), 
since this phrase allegedly adds "further uncertainty [regarding] what is meant by a first and 
second global time." Applicants will address these issues in detail below. 

With respect to the Examiner's objection to the Applicants' use of the terms 
"first global time," "second global time," and "overall global time" because, as the Examiner 
contends, "there can only be one true global time," Applicants note that there is no 
discrepancy between the Applicants' use of various "global time" and the Examiner's 
contention that "there can only be one true global time." As clearly indicated in the 
specification, each individual bus user determines a global time G, having a local frame of 
reference (e.g., first global time, second global time, etc.), and "all users to be synchronized 
may detect all global times Gi transmitted on the communications link in order to determine 
an overall global time G ... by, averaging, for example," (p. 6, 1. 24-27), and "a deviation of 
global times Gi of each user compared to the respective overall global time G can be 
determined." (P. 7, 1. 4-5). Accordingly, even if the Examiner is correct in contending that 
"there can only be one true global time," (Applicants do not necessarily agree with this 
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assertion), the "overall global time" recited in Applicants' specification would be equivalent 
to "true global time." Accordingly, the fact that Applicants' specification refers to multiple, 
individually-determined global times Gi does not contradict the assertion that "there can only 
be one true global time." 

Independent of the above, with respect to the issue of interpretation of the term 
"global time," Applicants note that even if one applied the Federal Circuit cases most 
favorable to the Examiner's position, even if the ordinary and customary meaning of a claim 
term to persons skilled in the pertinent art is evident, "the inventor's written description of the 
invention, for example, is relevant and controlling insofar as it provides clear lexicography or 
disavowal of the ordinary meaning." C. R. Bard Inc. v. United States Surgical Corp. , 73 
U.S.P.Q.2d 101 1, 1014 (Fed. Cir. 2004). This rule is clearly consistent with the long- 
standing rules that "Applicant may be his or her own lexicographer as long as the meaning 
assigned to the term is not repugnant to the term's well known usage." MPEP 2111. Even if 
one assumes for the sake of argument that there is some contradiction between the 
Examiner's contention that "there can only be one true global time" and the Applicants' use 
of the "first global time" and "second global time" to arrive at an "overall global time" 
(Applicants do no believe there is any contradiction), there is no ambiguity presented by the 
Applicants' specification since the respective meanings of these terms are clearly indicated in 
the specification, as noted above. (See, e.g., p. 6, 1. 6 - p. 7, 1. 9). 

With respect to the Examiner's objection to the phrase "local view of the local 
time" (specification, p. 9, 1. 8), Applicants note that there is no ambiguity presented by this 
statement. Page 9, lines 6-10 of the specification indicate that "a snapshot ... of the local 
view of the local time at the time of event SP" is taken, which "snapshot in each controller i 
is designated as Gi." Accordingly, this passage indicates that each bus user independently 
determines a respective global time Gj based on the respective local time with regard to 
a special event SP. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that the 
specification is in proper form. 

Claims 1-5 and 8 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated 
by U.S. Patent No. 5,402,394 ("Turski"). It is respectfully submitted that the claims 1-5 and 
8 are not anticipated by Ruhl for at least the following reasons. 
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To anticipate a claim under § 1 02(b), a single prior art reference must 
identically disclose each and every claim element. See Lindeman Machinenfabrik v. 
American Hoist and Derrick , 730 F.2d 1452, 1458 (Fed. Cir. 1984). If any claimed element 
is absent from a prior art reference, it cannot anticipate the claim. See Rowe v. Dror , 112 
F.3d 473, 478 (Fed. Cir. 1997). Anticipation requires the presence in a single prior art 
reference disclosure of each and every element of the claim invention, arranged exactly as in 
the claim . Lindeman , 703 F.2d 1458 (Emphasis added). Additionally, not only must each of 
the claim limitations be identically disclosed, an anticipatory reference must also enable a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to practice the claimed invention, namely the 
inventions of the rejected claims, as discussed above. See Akzo, N.V. v. U.S. IT. C , 
1 U.S.P.Q.2d 1241, 1245 (Fed. Cir. 1986). To the extent that the Examiner may be relying 
on the doctrine of inherent disclosure for the anticipation rejection, the Examiner must 
provide a "basis in fact and/or technical reasoning to reasonably support the determination 
that the allegedly inherent characteristics necessarily flow from the teachings of the applied 
art." ( See M.P.E.P. § 2112; emphasis in original; see also Ex parte Levy , 17 U.S.P.Q.2d 
1461, 1464 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1990)). 

Claim 1 recites the following: 

1 . A method for synchronizing at least two users, each of the users to be 
synchronized having a respective individual timer, the users being connected by at least one 
communications link, at least one event being transmitted for synchronization over the 
communications link, the method comprising the steps of: 

determining, by a first user, a first global time as a function of the at least one event; 

determining, by a second user, a second global time as function of the at least one 

event; 

transmitting, by the first user and the second user, the first global time and the second 
global time over the communications link; 

determining, by each of the first user and the second user, an overall global time using 
the first global time and the second global time; and 

synchronizing, by each of the first user and the second user, the respective individual 
timer using the determined overall global time. 

Claim 8 is a system claim that recites features substantially corresponding to 
the features recited in independent claim 1. Claim 8 recites: 
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8. A system for synchronizing at least two users, each user to be synchronized 
having a respective timer, the at least two users being connected by at least one 
communications link, an event for synchronization being transmitted on the communications 
link, the system comprising: 

a first arrangement at the first user determining a first global time as a function of the 

event; 

a second arrangement at the second user determining a second global time as a 
function of the event; 

a respective transmitter at each of the first user and the second user transmitting the 
first global time and the second global time; 

a determination arrangement at each of the first user and the second user determining 
an overall global time from the first global time and the second global time; and 

a synchronizer at each of the first user and the second user synchronizing the 
respective timer using the overall global time. 

Turski purportedly relates to "a process for operating computing units in 
communication with each other by serial data transfer over a data bus, each computing unit 
having its own clock generating system and the computing units exchanging timing 
information via the data bus." (Col. 1, 1. 6-10). However, in fundamental contrast to the 
Applicants' claimed invention, Turski shows no time triggered, periodic communication . In 
Turski, a start signal transmitted on the data bus triggers each bus user to store a local time 
and to transfer this stored local time value at a later moment in time to other bus users. For 
example, the local time of the bus user A will be received by other bus users B and C, and 
this received local time of user A is only used for comparison (by users B and C) to the 
respective own local times of users B and C. Accordingly, in Turski there is no explicit 
distributed time information of two or more bus users or processors . Furthermore, in Turski 
there is no use of the difference between the received local time value of another bus user and 
the own local time value of a given bus user to correct the local times of the bus users to 
arrive at a new, optimized, composite time. Accordingly, there is no real use of a time 
reference disclosed in Turski. 

In fundamental contrast to the disclosure of Turski, Applicants' claimed 
invention utilizes no explicit signal; instead, in Applicants' invention, periodic transmission 
of special messages which contain the explicit time information of the particular transmitting 
bus user occur, and these messages are collected and averaged. In Applicants' claimed 
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invention, the first bus user determines a first global time , not a local time, and the second 
bus user determines a second global time , not a local time. Furthermore, in order to obtain a 
true, general global time for all bus users (the first and second users in this example), the first 
global time and the second global times will be compared, in accordance with the present 
invention. In summary, in accordance with the present invention, each bus user 
independently determines a respective global time based on the respective local time with 
regard to a special event, i.e., a periodic message, and based on the respective global times of 
all of the bus users, a true, general global time for all of the bus users is determined. 

Accordingly, since Turski does not disclose or suggest all of the features of 
independent claim 1 or independent claim 8, it is therefore respectfully submitted that claims 
1 and 8, as well as dependent claims 2-5, are not anticipated by Turski. 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully requested that the anticipation 
rejections of claims 1-5 and 8 be withdrawn. 

Claim 6 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Turski in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,896,524 ("Halstead"). It is respectfully submitted that 
pending claim 6 is not rendered obvious by the combination of Turski and Halstead for at 
least the following reasons. 

In order for a claim to be rejected for obviousness under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), 
not only must the prior art teach or suggest each element of the claim, the prior art must also 
suggest combining the elements in the manner contemplated by the claim. See Northern 
Telecom, Inc. v. Datapoint Corp. , 908 F. 2d 931, 934 (Fed. Cir. 1990); In re Bond , 910 F. 2d 
831, 834 (Fed. Cir. 1990). The Examiner bears the initial burden of establishing a prima 
facie case of obviousness. The Examiner must show, inter alia, that there is some suggestion 
or motivation, either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to 
one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify or combine the references, and that, when so 
modified or combined, the prior art teaches or suggests all of the claim limitations. See 
M.P.E.P. §2143. Applicants respectfully submit that these criteria for obviousness are not 
met here. 

Claim 6 ultimately depends from claim 1, and therefore include all of the 
limitations of claim 1. Claim 6 further recites the steps of "determining a correction quantity 
from shapes of at least one of a first global time curve and a second global time curve; and 
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approximating the shape of at least one of the first global time curve and the second global 
time curve using a shape of an overall global time curve and the correction quantity by 
fitting, at least one of a maximum value and a minimum value being predefined for the 
correction quantity." 

In support of the rejection, the Examiner contends that it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to "combine the distributed synchronization 
method deemed obvious by Turski with the method for analyzing and compensating for drift 
and offset in a synchronized multiprocessor system as described by Halstead because they are 
similarly interested in reducing the load created by broadcasting information over a bus." 
However, as explained in further detail below, there is simply no motivation or suggestion in 
the overall teachings of the applied references to combine the teachings of Turski with the 
teachings of Halstead in an attempt to achieve the claimed invention. 

In Halstead, events on the bus (e.g., a received message) are each provided 
with a time stamp, and this action is done by every bus user in the network. Subsequently, 
the time stamp is explicitly sent to a separate post-processor, which is an additional 
component. The post-processor calculates the global time from special pairs (sets) of the 
original processors. (Col. 2, L 63 - col. 3, 1. 36). However, Halstead does not teach or 
suggest a distributed algorithm, and the post-processor of Halstead does not inform the other 
processors, i.e., the post-processor does not transmit the calculated global time to the other 
processors. Thus, the pattern generation disclosed in Halstead is not based on a periodic 
schedule. 

In accordance with the present invention, the individual local view of the 
global time is put into a message (together with other data) and transmitted. For example, 
processor Px transfers content Gix in message Mx, and processor Py transmits content Giy in 
message My, etc. In contrast to the present invention in which the local view of the global 
time is explicitly transmitted, Halstead merely provides only events with the local time 
stamp. Furthermore, in accordance with the present invention, from a point in time in the 
periodic schedule, all processors calculate (based on the received explicit messages Mx, My 
with respective contents Gix, Giy) the new local view of the global time, e.g., Gx and Gy. 
The determination of the new individual local view of the global time is not done by a 
separate post-processor, but done in a distributed way by all individual processors. 
Furthermore, the calculation of the general, overall global time is based on the individual 
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local views of the global time from the bus users. In addition, the rate and the offset 
correction of the processors in accordance with the present invention is based on a periodic 
transmitting behavior, which is clearly not shown in Halstead. 



motivation to make the combination asserted by the Examiner, the suggested combination of 
Turski and Halstead would still fail to approximate the Applicants' claimed invention as 
recited in claim 6. 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully requested that the rejection of claim 
6 be withdrawn. 



claims 1-8 are in condition for allowance. Prompt reconsideration and allowance of the 
present application are therefore earnestly solicited. 



For at least the foregoing reasons, even if one assumed that there were some 



CONCLUSION 



In light of the foregoing, Applicants respectfully submit that all pending 
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